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Dear Ms. Dortch: 

The purpose of this letter is to respond, at the request of Commission staff, to 
three recent exparte filings made by WorldCom in the above-referenced proceeding. ’ In those 
letters WorldCom blames its current difficulties in ramping up its UNE-P-based residential 
offerings in the Qwest region on alleged deficiencies in Qwest’s Operations Support Systems 
(OSS), Qwest’s documentation for building ED1 interfaces, and the technical assistance it 
receives from Qwest. 

Upon close examination, the Commission will find nothing in WorldCom’s 
complaints that calls into question the Commission’s previous conclusion that Qwest’s OSS, ED1 
documentation, and technical assistance hl ly  satisfy Section 271. For the most part 
WorldCom’s recent exparre filings recycle arguments previously made -- and h l ly  responded to 
by Qwest -- earlier in this proceeding. In many instances, the claims raised by WorldCom were 

matters already have been resolved between the companies. 
already acted on, and dismissed by, the Commission in the Qwesf 271 Order. 2 In other cases the 
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See WorldCom exparre filings of March 21,2003 (“WorldCom March 21 Ex Parte”). March 27. 2003 1 

(“WorldCom March 27 Ex Parte”), and April I. 2003 (“WorldCom April 1 Ex Parte”). The exparres filed on 
March 27 and April 1 contained substantially the sane arguments as WorldCom’s filing on March 21. 

InrerL4 TA Services in [he Sfates of Colorado. Idaho, Iowa, hlontana. Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, IVashinglon. 
nnd K>oonring, WC Docket No. 02-311, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 02-332, 17 FCC Rcd 26303 (rel. 
December 23, 2002) (“@est 271 Order”). 

See Applicafion by Qwest Cormunications Infermztional, h e , .  far A~thorization to Provide In-Region, 2 
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Nevertheless, Qwest h l ly  addresses each one of WorldCom’s latest allegations in 
Attachment A to this letter. 
fairly be laid at Qwest’s doorstep. WorldCom points primarily to its initial reject rates for UNE- 
P, and claims that these problems are Qwest’s fault. This is wrong and unfair. To begin with, 
Qwest has demonstrated that both its overall reject rates and CLEC-specific reject rates meet or 
exceed the rates reported by other BOCs that have received Section 271 approval. In addition, 
the Commission has recognized many times that orders can fail for many reasons having nothing 
to do with the BOC and its OSS. ’ This fact similarly is reflected in the structure of OSS tests 
and related performance measures, including post-entry performance plans. These evaluations 
do not look to reject rates in recognition of the fact that orders can -- and often do -- reject even 
if the BOC system is performing well; the CLEC bears responsibility at its end too. 

As we explain there in detail, WorldCom’s difficulties cannot 

In that regard, we note WorldCom’s exparte of yesterday, in which the company 
corrects previous statements on this matter. WorldCom explains that it has not actually stopped 
outbound telemarketing, as it had previously stated to the Commission. In addition to this 
correction, WorldCom acknowledges improvements in its order-processing experience.6 Qwest 
is glad to see this improvement, which further confirms that its OSS meets the requirements of 
the Telecommunications Act, and the Commission’s precedent under Section 271 

WorldCom’s other specific complaints also evaporate on close review, as detailed 
in the point-by-point response in Attachment A. However, several general points bear particular 
emphasis: 

First, the real world experience of other CLECs belies WorldCom’s claim that its 
efforts to build an interface to order UNE-P POTS is exposing problems in Qwest’s OSS and 
ED1 documentation that were not apparent before. A number of other CLECs have successfully 
built and used ED1 interfaces to order significant volumes of UNE-P POTS or Resale POTS, 
including conversion-as-specified orders (Le. orders with feature detail). These CLECs have 
experienced much lower reject rates than WorldCom. 
CLEC in the Third Party Test, was similarly successful in constructing an ED1 interface for this 
purpose capable of handling material volumes.8 This evidence undercuts WorldCom’s argument 

Hewlett-Packard (HP), the pseudo- 

For the convenience of staff, Attachment A to this letter responds to WorldCom’s arguments using the 3 

same slructure set forth in the WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte. The other attachments to this letter are a c t d l y  
attachments to Attachment A, and are labeled Attachment Al,  A2, and so on. 
4 See Qwest IV Performance Measures Declaration at 77163-182, 

See, e.g., @est 271 Order at 7 89 (rejecting allegations that Qwest’s overall reject rates indicate systemic 5 

OSS problems based on the fact that “Qwest’s overall reject rates arc within the range the Commission previously 
found acceptable” and the fact that “a number of competing CLECs experience low reject rates”); 
GeorgidLouisiana 271 Order at 7 142 (noting that claims of high reject rates may not be entirely atuibutable to 
BellSouth); New York 271 Order at 1 175 (finding that wide variation in CLEC-specific reject rates is likely 
attnbutable to CLEC, not BOC, conduct). 

See WorldCom exparte filing of April 2,2003 (“WorldCom April 2 Ex Parte”) 

See Attachment A, at 1-2, and Confidential Attachment AI (CLEC ED1 UNE-P POTS and Resale POTS 
Conversion-as-Specified Order Transactions from February 1,2002, through January 31, 2003). 

Attachment A at 2 and n.6. 
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that its own reject rates are attributable to deficiencies in Qwest’s OSS and ED1 documentation 
for UNE-P POTS, or to the fact that WorldCom is attempting to process conversion-as-specified 
orders. 9 

Second, WorldCom erroneously finds fault with Qwest for using allegedly 
“complex” or ”non-standard OSS systems, and blames many of its problems on that issue. This 
apparently reflects WorldCom’s position that Qwest’s systems should be set up in a particular 
way, or should be designed the same as those of other BOCs. There is no foundation for this 
complaint. Qwest’s OSS reflects its own systems and the way that it processes orders for itself. 
Qwest is not required to conform to other RBOC systems; Qwest is free to develop OSS based 
on its own systems, and do so in a manner that best and most efficiently meets its own needs, 
CLEC needs, and the Act’s requirements. Yet when WorldCom developed its ED1 interface, it 
apparently made assumptions about Qwest’s OSS -- including assumptions that it would work 
the same way as that of certain other BOCs, when in fact some of Qwest’s processes are 
different. Significantly, other CLECs generally did not make these same assumptions, and 
Qwest had no reason to anticipate that WorldCom would either. 

Third, and contributing to WorldCom’s problems, that company apparently did 
not always use, or misinterpreted, the ED1 documentation that Qwest recommended for CLECs 
building interfaces. That documentation has been examined and proved out both in trials and in 
real life. It is significant that other CLECs, as well as HP in the Third Party Test, have 
successfully used Qwest’s ED1 documentation to build ED1 interfaces. HP also thoroughly 
tested and approved Qwest’s OSS, ED1 documentation, and technical assistance, over a wide 
range of products, including UNE-P POTS provided over ED1 interfaces. lo The Commission in 
prior Section 271 proceedings has considered this type of commercial and third party test 
evidence to be strong proof that a BOC’s ED1 documentation and technical assistance is 
adequate under Section 271. And the Commission made this specific finding in the Qwest 271 
Order with respect to Qwest’s OSS. ” 

Fourth, contrary to WorldCom’s implication, Qwest has worked hard to assist 
WorldCom in its efforts to develop and test its ED1 interfaces for UNE-P POTS and other 
products, and continues to work with WorldCom to resolve any remaining problems or 
questions. Indeed, Qwest’s efforts have gone well beyond what Qwest is obliged to do as a 
Section 271 matter. Qwest has devoted significant resources to help WorldCom, as is evident 
from the attached response. 
continuing through production turnup, Qwest conducted weekly ED1 implementation meetings 
with WorldCom, generally with five Qwest staff members attending. Also since that time, and 
through the present, Qwest has been conducting weekly process meetings with WorldCom, with 
at least three staff in attendance. Once WorldCom went into production, Qwest began 
conducting operations meetings with WorldCom on a frequent basis as needed to resolve issues, 

12 Since WorldCom began progression testing in SATE, and 

See WorldCorn March 24 Ex Pane at 1-2 

Attachment A at 2 and n.6. 

Qwesr 271 Order at 9 144. 

Attachment A at 2-3. 
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with five or more staff in attendance. These various types of meetings range from an hour to 
three hours in length, and are conducted either in person or by phone. For each type of meeting, 
question logs are maintained, and these have extensive entries. l3  In addition, Qwest Wholesale 
conducts regular executive meetings with WorldCom. Qwest’s production support process and 
other post-production technical assistance also helps CLECs who are in production. Clearly, 
Qwest devotes substantial time, attention, and expertise to resolving WorldCom’s questions and 
issues. 

14 

Frfth, the WorldCom exparte actually demonstrates that the OSS process is 
evolving and working as it should. As discussed above, the systems as they stand already have 
been shown to permit CLECs to compete with significant volumes. WorldCom takes out of 
context some minor system bugs and documentation ambiguities -- inevitable in the evolution of 
any IT process -- and tries to portray them as far more significant than they actually are. This is 
not to say that Qwest dismisses such issues. The company always wants to improve. But the 
record here shows that Qwest has been responsive to CLEC concerns, and has worked hard to 
ensure that its OSS and documentation works as well for CLECs as it possibly can. As detailed 
in Attachment A, Qwest has acted promptly to implement OSS fixes or adopt clarifications to its 
documentation whenever WorldCom or other CLECs have identified issues, both significant and 
minor. While most of the complaints voiced by WorldCom in its ex parte are ultimately 
groundless, Qwest’s diligence in acting in response to any real issues is clear. 

Sixth, and equally important, there is an established procedure in place --the 
collaborative Change Management Process (CMP) -- to decide the significance and timing of 
potential improvements and modifications to Qwest’s OSS. ’’ Just because WorldCom objects 
to an aspect of Qwest OSS does not mean that a change should be made, or made now. Other 
CLECs may prefer the status quo because their systems are working well without the need for a 
change, or they may have other priorities. WorldCom actively participated in creating the CMP, 
and should use that process here. The CMP process is specifically established to enable Qwest 
and CLECs, including WorldCom, to work on a collaborative basis to propose changes to 
Qwest’s interfaces, products, or processes. To the extent WorldCom or other CLECs are 
interested in changing the way the Qwest systems work, or in making changes in Qwest 
documentation, the CMP provides the appropriate forum. In fact, many of the issues identified 
by WorldCom have been or are being considered in the change management process, as is 
appropriate given the potential implications of such changes to Qwest’s systems on the business 
operations of all CLECs. The CMP Framework also prescribes a production support process that 
Qwest must follow in handling troubles identified by CLECs after they go into production, a 
process that CLECs, including WorldCom, can use here. WorldCom in some respects is 
complaining that Qwest is not going out of process to modify systems and documentation as 
WorldCom would prefer, at the expense of standard procedures that Qwest is bound to other 
CLECs to follow. 

Several excerpts from the question logs are included as confidential attachments hereto 

See Qwest IV OSS Declaration at 77 630-632,656-651.663-664. 

See generally Qwest IV Change Management Declaration. 
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Seventh, the Commission should note that, in many respects, Qwest is being asked 
to prove a negative without the facts. Qwest cannot always know why WorldCom has had 
problems with its orders. Perhaps the company rushed its systems into full production before 
they were as ready as they should have been. Perhaps many of the problems arise from 
erroneous assumptions regarding “typical” OSS or documentation. Many of WorldCom’s 
problems may have nothing to do with Qwest’s OSS. Qwest has worked hard to help WorldCom 
correct its systems, and is glad to see that WorldCom is showing progress. Qwest will continue 
to assist WorldCom in every way it reasonably can. But it will not accept unfair attacks on an 
OSS system -- and associated processes and procedures -- that have proven out in third party 
tests and real world experience. 

In sum, for the reasons given above and in the attached detailed response, 
WorldCom has presented no reason for the Commission to depart from its conclusion in the 
Qwesr 271 Order that Qwest is meeting the requirements of Section 271 today. None of 
WorldCom’s allegations reveals significant deficiencies in Qwest’s OSS, its ED1 documentation, 
or its technical assistance. Qwest is serious in its commitment to continue its support for 
WoildCom efforts to make its interface work more smoothly with Qwest’s OSS, and to enable 
WorldCom to provide UNE-P POTS and other services throughout the region with a minimum 
of problems. 

Representatives of Qwest met yesterday with Commission staff to discuss these 
16 issues. 

issues raised by WorldCom in its recent exparfe filings. The information provided to 
Commission staff can be found in Attachment A to this letter. 

At that meeting, Qwest provided Commission staff with responses to the specific 

The twenty-page limit does not apply to this filing. Please contact the 
undersigned if you have any questions concerning this submission. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Is/ 

Dan Poole 

cc (with Attachment A only): M. Brill 
D. Gonzalez 
C. Libertelli 
J .  Rosenworcel 
E. Willeford 
L. Zaina 
B. Maher 
R. Lerner 

Attending the meeting on behalf of Qwest w’ere Andrew Crain, Hance Haney, Loretta Hd, Lynn 
Notananni, Dan Poole and Chris Viveros, as well as Linda Oliver and Yaron Don of Hogan & Hartson. 
Commission staff in attendance included Mchelle Carey, Gail Cohen, Bill Dever, Christi Shewrnan and Jeff Tignor. 

16 
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CC: (with all attachments): M. Carey 
K. Cook 
W. Dever 
G. Cohen 
G.  Remondino 
K. Shewman 
J. Tignor 
J. Myles 
K. Brown 
R. Harsch 
H. Best 
D. Booth 
K. Cremer 
A. Medeiros 
R. Weist 



ATTACHMENT A 

Owest Detailed Resaonse to WorldCom’s March 24.2003. Ex Parte 

I. ADEQUACY OF QWEST’S DOCUMENTATION AND TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE FOR ED1 DEVELOPMENT 

As Qwest explained in its Application, a total of 3 1 CLECs have 
successhlly developed ED1 interfaces and gone into production using Qwest’s ED1 
documentation. As the Commission has stated on numerous occasions, including in the 
@est 271 Order, evidence that CLECs have successfully built ED1 interfaces using a 
BOC’s documentation is the strongest evidence that such documentation is adequate under 
Section 271 ‘ As Qwest stated in its Qwest IV Reply Comments, and as discussed below, 
for the most part the instances cited by WorldCorn involve situations in which WorldCom 
interpreted Qwest’s ED1 documentation in a way that other CLECs had not, and that Qwest 
had not anticipated, and do not constitute evidence of significant problems with Qwest’s 
documentation or technical assistance. 

Eight CLECs have certified and used their ED1 interfaces to provide either 
UNE-P POTS and/or Resale POTS, both of which products would typically include feature 
detail in the orders. ’ Of these, a number have done so with reject rates for UNE-P POTS 
and/or Resale POTS significantly lower that those experienced by WorldCom and Z-Tel. ‘ 
This evidence demonstrates that, contrary to WorldCom’s contention, Qwest’s ED1 
documentation and technical assistance is adequate to permit CLECs to successhlly build 
ED1 interfaces for all products, including those that WorldCorn is providing now, and that 
WorldCom’s own experience is not indicative of significant problems with either Qwest’s 

Application by Qwest Communications International, Ins .  for Authorization to Provide In-Region. 
InterLATA Services in the States of Colorado. Idaho. Iowa, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming, WC Docket No. 02-3 14, Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 02-332, 17 
FCC Rcd 26303 (released December 23,2002), at 7 144 (hereinafter “Qwest 271 Order”). 

in WC Docket No. 03-1 1 at 7 10 (“Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration”). 

at 77 612,633 (“@est IV OSS Declaration”), Confidential Exhibit LN-OSS-138 (Number of CLECs 
Certification Testing in Interoperability Environment and SATE, as of Decemberl, 2002); @est IV OSS 
Reply Declaration at 77 5 , 8 .  

Specified Orders Submitted from February 1,2002 through January 3 1,2003); Confidential Attachment A2 
(PO-4B Reject Rates for Selected CLECs). The latter e h b i t  contains reject rates for those CLECs listed in 
the former exhibit that had significant volumes. High reject rates, such as those WorldCom alleges it has 
experienced in ordering UNE-P, can be attributable to many factors, including problems that have nothing to 
do with a BOC’s OSS or the quality of its documentation. Nor can high reject rates necessarily be attributed 
to the submission of high LSR volumes. As shown in the Declaration of Michael G. Williams on 
Performance in WC Docket No. 03-1 I (“Qwest IV Performance Declaration”) at 77 167-182, a number of 
CLECs with high volumes have aclueved relatively low reject rates. 

Qwest Reply Comments at 25; Reply Declaration of Lynn M V Notariami and Christie M. Doherty 

See Declaration of Lynn M V Notarianni and Christie M. Doherty on OSS in WC Docket No. 03-1 1 

See Confidential Attachment A1 (CLEC ED1 LINE-P POTS and Resale POTS Conversion-as- 
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documentation or its technical assistance. ’ This conclusion is bolstered by the fact that 
Hewlett-Packard (HP), the pseudo-CLEC in the ROC Third Party Test, successhlly built 
ED1 interfaces for UNE-P POTS, and transmitted significant volumes over those 
interfaces, with reject rates of 12.5 percent during the four months between January and 
April 2002. Finally, as shown in a confidential attachment to this filing, the results of 
AT&T’s UNE-P trial in Minnesota also support the adequacy of Qwest’s ED1 
documentation in this regard. ’ 

WorldCom also states that it had submitted, in conjunction with its partner 
Z-Tel, at least 45,000 of the 69,000 ED1 Resale POTS and UNE-P POTS conversion 
orders submitted via ED1 during the 12-month period ending January 3 1,2003. a Although 
it was not clearly stated, the 69,000 figure cited by Qwest in its OSS Reply Declaration 
included only those conversion orders with feature changes (only migration-as-specified 
conversion orders). ’ As shown in a confidential attachment to this expurte, Z-Tel’s share 
of this total is significantly less than the 45,000 orders cited by WorldCom. lo As is also 
shown in the confidential attachment, other CLECs transmitted significant volumes of 
Resale POTS or UNE-P POTS conversion-as-specified orders via ED1 during this same 
time period. ” WorldCom’s assertion to the contrary is thus incorrect. I? 

WorldCom also contends that Qwest’s technical assistance is deficient 
under Section 271. Nothing could be hrther from the truth. Qwest has worked hard to 
assist WorldCom in its efforts to develop and test its OSS interfaces for UNE-P POTS and 

WorldCom states that Z-Tel “had many problems in developing its interfaces as a result of the 
undocumented complexities in Qwest’s systems,” pointing without citation to WorldCom’s comments on 
prior Qwest applications. WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 2. WorldCom fust raised ED1 documentation 
issues in its Comments on Qwest’s third Section 271 Application (the nine-state application). As Qwest 
explained in its Reply Comments in that proceeding, and as the FCC concluded, evidence provided there 
with regard to Z-Tel’s experience did not undercut the adequacy of Qwest’s ED1 documentation or its 
technical assistance. See @est 271 Order at 77 49-56; Qwest I11 Reply Comments at 77 156-160.. 

submitted a total of 889 UNE-P retest orders via its integrated MA-ED1 interface, with a 12.15 %reject 
rate). A copy of this exparre, appropriately redacted is attached hereto as Attachment A3. See also Qwest 
IV OSS Reply Declaration at 7 6-7. See also KPMG Final Report at 66, Test 12, Table 12-3 (HP 
Functionality Test scenarios included UNE-P Residential and Business POTS migration-as-specified orders); 
at 154, Test 13, Table 13-2 (same for HP Flow Through Test); and at 254, Test 15, Table 15-3 (same for HP 
Volume Test). 

UNE-P and Excerpt from December 24,2001 Performance Results of AT&T UNE-P Trial in Minnesota). 

See Qwest I Ex Parte, tiled July 29A, 2002, in WC Docket No. 02-148 (stating that HF’ successfully 

See Confidential Attachment A4 (Orders Submitted by AT&T for Conversion-As-Specified for 

WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 2, citing Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration at 7 8. 

Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration at 7 8.  The breakdown of CLECs and volumes within the 69,000 
total is set forth in Confidential Attachment A1 (CLEC ED1 UNE-P POTS and Resale POTS Conversion-as- 
Specified Orders Submitted from February 1,2002 through January 3 1,2003). 
LO 

Id. (Confidential Attachment Al). 

Id. 

WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 2. 12 

2 



other products, and continues to work with WorldCom to resolve any remaining problems 
or questions. Qwest has devoted significant resources to this effort. Since WorldCom 
began progression testing in SATE, and continuing through production turnup, Qwest 
conducted weekly ED1 implementation meetings with WorldCom, generally with five 
Qwest staff members attending. Also since that time, and through the present, Qwest has 
been conducting weekly process meetings with WorldCom, with at least three staff in 
attendance. Once WorldCom went into production, Qwest began conducting operations 
meetings with WorldCom on a frequent basis as needed to resolve issues, with five or 
more staff in attendance. These various types of meetings range from an hour to three 
hours in length, and are conducted either in person or by phone. For each type of meeting, 
question logs are maintained, and these have extensive entries. ” In addition, Qwest 
Wholesale conducts regular executive meetings with WorldCom. Qwest’s production 
support process and other post-production technical assistance also helps CLECs who are 
in production. “ Clearly, Qwest devotes substantial time, attention, and expertise to 
resolving WorldCom’s questions and issues. 

A. Rejects Related to Features 

1. 

In its initial and reply comments, and again in its March 24 Ex Parte, 

Feature Identification for Single-line Customers 

WorldCom argues that Qwest failed adequately to disclose in its ED1 documentation that 
single-line and multi-line CSRs would treat “feature detail” (telephone numbers) 
differently. ” This argument was fully addressed in Qwest’s Reply Comments. As 
explained there and in the OSS Reply Declaration, the CSR for a single-line account 
typically does not include the telephone number next to each feature, since the assumption 
is that for single-line accounts, the same telephone number would be associated with each 
feature, and thus the telephone number is not needed by each feature. 
accounts, in contrast, the telephone number is typically associated with each feature, 
because more than one telephone number is on the account. 

16 For multi-line 

As noted in the Qwest IV Reply Comments, on March 10, 2003, Qwest 
implemented a change to the PCAT that adds clarifying information regarding the different 
treatment of feature detail in single-line and multi-line CSRs. I’ This change was made 

Several excerpts from the question logs are included as confidential attachments hereto. 

See @est IV OSS Declaration at 77 630-632,656-657,663-664. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 2-3; WorldCom 1V Reply Comments at 2-3, Lichtenberg 

Qwest IV Reply Comments at 31-33; Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration at 111 15-18. 

Qwest IV Reply Comments at 33; Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration at 7 18. The following 

CSRs that contain multiple telephone lines will identfy which line each 
Universal Service Order Code (USOC) is associated with by listing the 
TN and Field Identifier (FID) detail following the individual USOC. 

> I  

$ 5  

Reply Declaration at 17 7-8; WorldCom IV Comments at 10. 
16 

I, 

language was added to the PCAT: 
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through Qwest change management procedures, after notification and solicitation of 
comment from CLECs. To the extent there has been any confusion regarding the feature 
identification issue, this PCAT change should eliminate it. 

Moreover, and contrary to WorldCom’s assertion in its March 24 Ex Parte, 
the organization of feature detail in Qwest’s single-line and multi-line CSRs is entirely 
logical. ‘I As discussed in Qwest’s OSS Reply Declaration, this is why the ED1 
documentation describes feature detail as “optional.” I P  Labeling feature detail “optional” 
means that a feature may appear on a CSR without feature detail @e., without the 
telephone number). The definition of the term “optional” in the Developer Worksheets 
(which Qwest instructs CLECs to use in developing their ED1 interfaces) makes this clear. 
“Optional” is there defined as follows: “Optional - This field is optional for this activity, 
for this product. The system shall not enforce any business rules and should allow a valid 
entry.” lo In other words, for fields labeled “optional,” the system may not populate the 
field for Qwest-sent transactions, or will not reject the submission if the field is blank for 
CLEC-sent transactions. However, if the field contains an entry, the system will populate 
or use the information if appropriate. In contrast, the designation “not required” means 
that the field will not and should not ever be populated. *‘ WorldCom states that “the 
optional nature of the feature detail would suggest that the telephone number would not be 
included in feature detail for a accounts . . .” WorldCom thus appears to be incorrectly 
reading the term “optional” more like the term “not required.” If a field were never 
populated, it would be labeled “not required,” as opposed to “optional.” 

Feature Identification for Multi-line Accounts 2. 

WorldCom also criticizes Qwest’s organization of feature information on 
the CSR for multi-line accounts. I’ In its Reply Comments, WorldCom alleged that 
because SATE had only one out-of-sequence multi-line CSR test scenario, WorldCom did 
not discover a defect in its ED1 interface until it was in production. I 3  

CSRs that contain only one line genedly do not contain the TN FID 
detail following the individual USOC. All USOCs in the single line 
account are associated with the TN contained in the account number. 

See PCAT (Pre-Ordering Overview). This document is available at m,qwest.com/wholesale/clecs/ 
preordering.htd. 

WorldCom March 24 E x  Parte at 3 

Qwest IV Reply Comments at 32; Qwest IV Reply Declaration at 7 16. 

See Developer Worksheets in IMA Disclosure Document, Qwest IV, A n  5 ,  App. P (Qwest ED1 

i* 

I 9  

*o 

Disclosure Document, Version 10.0) at Chapter 02, p. 6 (“ED1 Introduction”) This document m y  be found 
on the Qwest website at the following URL www.uswest.com/disclosures/netdisclosure409.h~1. 

The definition of “Not Required in the Developer Worksheets is as follows: “Not Required - This 
field is not required for this activity, for this product. If the indicator is (N) for all activities, Qwest does not 
map the field and will return a -997 if populated.” Id. 

WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 3-4 

WorldCom Qwest IV Reply Comments at 4; Lichtenberg Reply Decl. at 77 10-14 

I ,  

22 
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Apparently in coding its ED1 interface, WorldCom initially assumed that all 
feature information for a particular telephone number would be listed together. In fact, 
however, Qwest’s CSRs do not organize feature information in this way. Each feature has 
a TN associated with it, but the features themselves are not necessarily grouped by TN on 
the CSR. This is the way CSRs exist in Qwest’s legacy systems (BOSS/CARS). The 
Department of Justice addressed the issue of the orientation of the CSR by USOCs rather 
than by TN in its evaluation in Qwest 11, and did not view it as a problem under Section 
271. I‘ HP also successfully developed an ED1 interface for ordering UNE-P POTS and 
Resale POTS using Qwest documentation and technical assistance.” 

In December 2002, Qwest added a multi-line account test scenario to SATE 
for WorldCom with features listed “out-of-sequence.” This test scenario, which 
WorldCom successfully ran for both pre-order and order fi~nctionalities in SATE 
regression testing, should have provided WorldCom adequate opportunity to discover that 
defect in its ED1 interface design. Further information about WorldCom’s experience with 
feature identification is set forth in a confidential attachment hereto. 
February 27, 2003, AT&T introduced a change request to enhance ED1 to provide a CSR 
with a TN orientation. ‘’ This CR has been given a Level of Effort and has been scheduled 
for prioritization for possible inclusion in IMA release 14.0. 

3. Forward-to Numbers 

In its Qwest IV Reply Comments, Qwest h l ly  addressed WorldCom’s 

16 Moreover, on 

argument regarding the requirement that ten digit “forward to” numbers from old CSRs be 
used on orders, even if the old forward-to number is seven digits.” There, Qwest pointed 
out that its documentation specifies that ten digit feature detail is required to accompany 
call forwarding USOCs. ‘’) Qwest also noted in its Reply Comments the existence of a 
pending CR, originally planned for inclusion in IMA release 12.0, that would relax the edit 

24 
See Evaluation of Department of Justice in WC Docket No. 02-189 (filed August 21,2002), at 11 & 

n. 46 (“Although a less complicated organization may be preferable for use in AT&T’s own systems, it does 
not appear to preclude the full and successful integration of pre-order and order functions for all CLECs.”) 

See Letter from Geoff May, Hewlett-Packard, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal 
Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-148 (filed August 6,2002) at Attachment, p. 2. This ex 
porte is included with this filing as Attachment A5. 

See Contidential Attachment A6 (WorldCom’s Experience with CSR Feature Identification Issues 
(Confidential - Subject to Protective Order)). 

See SCRO22703-04 (Support of Structured and Parsed CSR). Information on t lus CR is available 

Qwest IV Reply Comments at 33-35;OSS Reply Declaration at 77 19-21. See also Qwest March 7B 

Qwest IV Reply Comments at 33-35; OSS Reply Declaration at 7 19 and n.30, citing Qwest IV, Att. 

I ,  

* 8  

17 

at the following URL ~.qwest.com/wholesle/cmp/changerequest.ht~. 

Ex Parte. 

5, App. P (Qwest ED1 Disclosure Document) at Appendix C, p. 125, reference line 60, also available at 
www.uswest.com/disclosures/netdisclosure409.h~. 

** 
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that currently requires the use of a ten digit forward-to number. Qwest implemented this 
CR on an expedited basis on February 28, 2003, for IMA releases 10.0 and 11.0, and it will 
be included in release 12.0. That CR, submitted by Eschelon in July 2002, should have 
put WorldCom on notice that CSRs sometimes included seven digit forward-to numbers. 
Even though it was initially tiled as a GUI CR, after the clarification meeting it was 
converted to an “IMA Common” CR, meaning that it would apply to both GUI and EDI, 
and this fact was announced at the July 2002 Systems CMP meeting. ’I Finally, the 
planned implementation on April 7, 2003, of a “Migrate-as-Specified” feature for release 
12.0 would also eliminate the need to provide old “forward-to’’ numbers. 32 

4. Table Updates 

Qwest fully responded to this allegation regarding tables for touchtone 
USOCs in Oregon in its Reply Comments and Reply Declaration, and WorldCom presents 
no new issues in its exparte. 11 

5. Missing USOCs 

WorldCom argues that Qwest’s ED1 documentation is inadequate because 
Qwest has failed to provide it with “a table of valid class-of-service Universal Service 
Order Codes (USOCs) at the account level.” ” To clarify, CLECs are required to provide 
lrne level USOCs, not account level USOCs, when submitting LSRs. In early February, 
WorldCom requested a list of the “most frequent line USOCs by product.” Qwest 
responded to that request by accessing information from the Qwest “USOC FID Finder” 
tool, which is available on Qwest’s external website, and the subject was closed. ” 

As WorldCom correctly states, Qwest directs CLECs to use the “USOC 
FID Finder” if a CLEC needs to identify a particular USOC. j6 WorldCom acknowledges 
that this “web-based tool enables CLECs to identify the purpose of a USOC by typing in 
the USOC.” ” But WorldCom contends that the USOCFID Finder is inadequate because 

1” Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration at 1[ 20 

See Qwest IV OSS Reply Declaration, Reply Exhibit LN-3 (Excerpt from Systems Interactive 
Report for SCR062702-09ES, Relaxing the Edit on Ten Digit “Forward To” Numbers), also available of 
www.qwest.com/wholesale/cmp/changerequest. html. 

@est 1V OSS Reply Declaration at 1 2 1  

Qwest IV Reply Comments at 35-37; OSS Reply Declaration at f1 22-26. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 4-5. The request for a complete table for class of senice 

See Confidential Attachment A7 (Excerpt from Closed @est Post-Launch Issues Log, Stare and 

A “ F I D  is a Field Identifier. It is used to identify attributes of service beyond those described by 

12 

11 

,I 

USOCs was not formally requested through the on-going operational support process until March 27,2003. 

Compare Section, Issue 4. The USOC FID Finder can be found at: http://usocfidfnd.qwest.com. 

the USOCs. 

15 

16 

I, 
See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 4-5. 

http://usocfidfnd.qwest.com


“it does not provide the list of USOCs in the first place.” ” However, CLECs can access 
the tool directly through Qwest’s Wholesale Website to identify any USOC that is not 
known to them. The USOClFID Finder tool provides CLECs the ability to query by 
specific USOC or FID code, as well as by Product Family. ’’ The Product Family 
capability of this tool allows WorldCom to select a product family, such as “Residential 
Lines,” select a product within that family, such as “Residence Lines - Flat” or “Residence 
Lines - Measured,” and obtain a list of the USOCs associated with that product. This tool 
permits WorldCom to identify the USOCs that it can expect to see on the CSR based on 
the types of Qwest Retail customers that it anticipates converting to WorldCom service. 

WorldCom also complains that CLECs can enter only one USOC at a time 
If WorldCom experienced into the USOClFID Finder, and that the tool “tends to crash.” 

problems with the USOC/FID Finder, it should have contacted the Wholesale Systems 
Help Desk to submit a trouble ticket. No problems have been logged by any CLEC this 
year for the USOC/FID Finder and Qwest is unaware of any systemic lack of stability in 
this tool. 

In summary, WorldCom made a formal request for a complete table of 
class-of-service USOC codes only last Thursday; there is a publicly available web-based 
tool that provides lists of USOC for products within a product family; and there is no 
evidence of instability in that tool. 

B. Rejects Related to Addresses 

1. CALA Codes 

WorldCom claims that Qwest should not require CLECs to provide 
Customer Address Location Area (“CALA”) codes and that Qwest’s documentation 
regarding use of these codes has caused confusion for WorldCom and other CLECs. ” 

Id. 

As stated in the USOClFID Finder on the Qwest Wholesale Website: 

IS 

39 

Qwest uses USOCs and FIDs to process your service request. Use the 
USOClFID Finder as your source to idenhfy USOC and FID details for 
all Qwest products and services. With the USOCFID Finder you can 
perform the following: 

FID Search to review Qwest FID information. 

USOC Search for Qwest USOC information. 

Product Family List to display category listings of all Qwest Product Families and 
associated product offerings. 

See hnp://usocfidfind.qwest.com/. 
10 WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 5 .  

See id., referencing WorldCom Reply Comments. 4,  

http://hnp://usocfidfind.qwest.com


A CALA is a geographic region, used by Qwest systems, which may not be 
coextensive with the geographic area covered by a zip code. Qwest requires CLECs to 
specify the CALA code instead of the zip code when submitting LSRs under certain 
circumstances. CALA codes are required when the zip code is not provided on the LSR or 
a zip code crosses multiple CALAs. Qwest’s ED1 documentation clearly and specifically 
explains when CALA codes are required. Information regarding CALA code requirements 
appears in the IMA Disclosure Document and in the PCAT. 

WorldCom also argues that the CALA rule is confusing. However, the plain 
language of the business rule in the developer worksheets of the IMA Disclosure 
Document makes it clear that CALA codes must be provided either when no zip code is 
specified or when the zip code crosses CALA boundaries. ” WorldCom’s preference for 
the use of zip codes instead of CALA codes simply is not a Section 271 requirement. 
Finally, we note that once Migrate-by-TN is implemented on April 7, 2003, for IMA 12.0, 
the CALA codes need not be provided, because no address validation will be required for 
these LSRs. .I 

2. Database Mismatches 

WorldCom claims “that there are substantial mismatches between Qwest’s 
PREMIS and CRIS databases” that prevent CLECs from determining the appropriate 
service address for LSRs, and “that the information Qwest has provided leaves CLECs 
unsure which one they should use.” ” This issue relates specifically to IMA Release 12.0 
functionality, which could not prevent WorldCom today from appropriately determining 
the service address for LSRs it currently submits in IMA Release 10.0. In any event, 
Qwest and WorldCom already resolved the general issue regarding which information to 
use for service address when Qwest confirmed that WorldCom could continue to provide 
validated addresses using PREMIS on LSRs submitted in M A  Release 12.0. ‘6 

WorldCom claims that the 12.0 migrate by TN and SANO ” functionality 
Qwest plans to implement in April will create CLEC confusion because the functionality 

42 
See Qwest ED1 Disclosure Document, IMA-ED1 Disclosure Document, Version 10.0, Att. 5 ,  App. 

P, Chapter 4, at 2-4, and Developer Worksheets, App. B (End User Form for Product 25 - UNE-P), at 9 
(Field EU-28) and 10 (EU-28a). See a/so PCAT (Pre-Ordering Overview) (Implementation Section). This 
document is available at uww.qwest,com/wholesale/clec~p/preordering.html. 

See Qwest ED1 Disclosure Document, Developer Worksheets, App. B (End User Form for Product 
25 - UNE-P), at 9 (EU-28) and 10 (EU-Ba), which states: “Zip (EU-28) - Product 25 -Required if CALA 
is not provided. CALA (EU-28,) -Product 25 - Required dZIP  is not provided or if the ZIP crosses 
multiple CALAs.” 

Migration-by-TN equally applies to Conversion-as-Is and Conversion-as-Specified Requests 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 6. 

See Confidential Attachment A8 (Excerpt from Closed Qwest Post-Launch Issues Log, Address 

“SANO is the acronym for “Street Address House Number” field on the LSR. The SANO field is 

11 

44 

4, 

16 

Validation Section, Issues 7-16, and Stare-and-Compare Section, Issues 6,8). 

the only address field that is required on a Migration-by-TN request. 

47 
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will “compare street address numbers to the CRIS database” even though “Qwest still 
seems to be advising CLECs to use the PREMIS address” (which could possibly differ 
from the address on the CSR). ‘* This issue has already been resolved by the parties. 
Specifically, Qwest has clarified for WorldCom that address information could continue to 
be obtained from the address validation query (which uses PREMIS) for all activities. 
However, once Qwest implements Migrate by TN, Qwest validation of the CLEC-supplied 
address will no longer occur on migration LSRs. Rather, the SANO field will be used only 
when multiple CSRs exist for the TN provided. In these instances, the SANO will be used 
by Qwest’s systems to isolate the correct CSR that will be used to process the request. 
Given the limited use of SANO and the unlikelihood of differences between PREMIS and 
the CSR on the House Number portion of an address, use of PREMIS even in support of 
Migration by TN LSRs should not prove to be problematic. 

I 9  

In sum, every WorldCom question in connection with this database 
30 mismatch issue has been answered and closed in WorldCom’s Question Log. 

reason for WorldCom to belabor this issue here. 
There is no 

3. 

WorldCom claims that the requirement that CLECs validate by address, 

Address Validations for Second Lines 

,I 
rather than TN, creates an increased potential for errors by WorldCom’s service 
representatives because they must type more keystrokes for addresses than TNs. 
already addressed this issue thoroughly in its Reply Comments. 

Qwest 
52 

When WorldCom first raised this issue in its comments, Qwest explained 
that the “near match” capability of its address validation tool - which causes multiple 
potential responses to be returned when minor keystroke errors are made - renders 
WorldCom’s argument moot. 
does not help because incorrect addresses can still be validated if, when multiple potential 
responses are returned by the tool, they are selected by the CLEC service representative. 
But this can happen for almost any type of query under a wide variety of circumstances. 
WorldCom’s claim regarding the potential for typos therefore is irrelevant. 

5, WorldCom now claims that the “near match” function 

34 

I, 

4*  
See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 6. 

See Confidential Attachment A6 (Excerpt from Closed @est Post-Launch Issues Log, Address 

See id. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 6. 

See Qwest Reply Comments at 38-39. 

See id at 38 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 6 

Qwest’s OSS does more than merely return multiple potential addresses in “near match” situations. 

49 

Validation Section, Issues 7-16, and Stare-and-Compare Section, Issues 6 , 8 ) .  
IO 

I ,  

si 

5 ,  
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It also prompts CLECs in “exact match with supplemental information” situations (e.g.. by distinguishing 
apartment units that are listed at the same address) so that CLECs are aware that multiple customers may 

9 



11. & m. CSR UPDATES (BLOCKING OPTIONS AND OTHER ISSUES) 

In its Reply Comments, WorldCom claims that it examined 82 CSRs and 
found that Qwest failed to update some of those CSRs to include current (1) blocking 
options, (2) billing address, (3) line status, and (4) service establishment date 
information. 
March 11, 2003. ’’ WorldCom now raises additional claims relating to this issue; but, as 
explained more fully below, none of these claims negate a finding that Qwest meets the 
requirements of Section 271 

16 Qwest responded h l ly  to WorldCom’s allegations in an expurre filing on 

Blocking Options: WorldCom claims that 17 of the 83 CSRs it examined 
contained blocking options or features that WorldCom did not order. In its expurfe filing 
of March 11, Qwest explained that these 17 CSRs were updated accurately and that the 
reason certain blocking options were still on those CSRs was because they were not 
properly removed by WorldCom. ’I Qwest hrther explained that it would update its PCAT 
to better explain how CLECs can order or remove blocking options by utilizing the 
remarks field and setting the order to manual handling. ’’ Qwest has since implemented 
this PCAT update. 

WorldCom now contends that Qwest’s updated PCAT proposal is flawed 
because it requires CLECs to use the “remarks” field to order and remove blocking 
options, request manual handling for such orders, and will require WorldCom to 
implement additional coding changes. 6o But the fact that the PCAT proposal includes such 
requirements is not suficient to find that it does not meet the requirements of Section 271. 
FCC precedent states that Qwest must provide CLECs with access to OSS in the “same 
time and manner” for analogous functions. Here, although CLECs orders are processed 
manually, WorldCom has not presented any evidence demonstrating that this process is 
insufficient. Finally, a pending CR, originated by AT&T, will address WorldCom’s 
concerns. Specifically, this CR (SCRO22103-01) will enable CLECs to create an end state 
for adding and/or removing blocking options. This CR, which was recently discussed at 

61 

62 

reside at the same address and select the end user accordingly. This capability is specifically referenced in the 
Address Validation chapter of the ED1 10.0 Disclosure Document. See Qwest IV, Att. 5 ,  App. P, at Chapter 
4. 
$6 See WorldCom Reply Comments at 14-15; Reply Declaration of Sherry Lichtenberg at 77 42-45. 

SeeQwestMarch 11AExParteat 1-2. 

See id at 1. 

See id. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 7. 

See, e.g., @est 271 Order at App. K, 34; Virginia 271 Order at App. F, 734; ArkansasMissouri 

See SCRO22 103-01, available at www.qwest.comlwholesale/downloads/2003/~mp/ 

17 

I8 

5s 

60 

61 

271 Order at App. D, 7 34. 

CLECQwestCMP~SystemsInteractiveReponPDFlrn=58506. 

6> 
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the monthly CMP Meeting on March 20, 2003, has been given a Level of Effort and is 
scheduled for prioritization for possible inclusion in M A  release 14.0. 6’ 

Billing Address: WorldCom claims that only seven of the 82 CSRs it 
examined incorrectly contained the billing addresses of WorldCom’s end users, rather than 
the billing address of WorldCom. 
that while there may be variation in Qwest’s region as to how billing information is 
populated on the CSR, this variation does not affect where bills are sent because that 
determination is made through the summary bill. 6’ WorldCom now complains that, if all 
of this is indeed true, is it unclear what purpose the billing address on the CSR serves in 
the first place. WorldCom’s complaint is, at best, rhetorical and has no connection 
whatsoever to whether Qwest meets the requirements of Section 271. Billing address is 
one of several fields on a CSR that Qwest populates. WorldCom has not articulated a 
single reason why Qwest’s conduct in this instance presents a problem. 

Y In its exparte filing on March 11, Qwest explained 

Line Status Information: WorldCom claims that 48 of the 82 CSRs is 
M examined did not include updated line status information. 

11, Qwest explained that each CSR identified by WorldCom in the Central and Western 
regions contained appropriately updated line status information, and that only in Qwest’s 
Eastern region was line status not updated because line status information currently is not 
provided on UNE-P accounts. WorldCom now claims that Qwest’s explanation was not 
entirely accurate because WorldCom has since learned in meetings with Qwest that line 
status information in the Eastern region does exist, but only for “RSID,” not “ Z S W  
accounts. UNE-P services are considered “ZSID” accounts within Qwest’s systems. The 
initial answer Qwest provided to WorldCom was focused on WorldCom’s own experience, 
which is that line status information is not currently provided on UNE-P accounts in the 
Eastern region. The fact that “RSID” accounts contain line status information is irrelevant 
to WorldCom at this time. WorldCom thus fails to present facts that demonstrate that 
Qwest’s OSS does not meet the requirements of Section 271. 

In its ex parte filing on March 

6, 

61 

Service Establishment Date: WorldCom claims that 65 of the 82 CSRs it 
examined did not include the service establishment date. In its expurte filing on March 
11, Qwest explained that the service establishment date appears only when the account is 

69 

61 Mgrate-as-Specified capability to be included in ED1 12.0 focuses on features and therefore does 
not include blocking options, which are ordered in a separate field on the LSR. The CR (SCR-022103-01) 
being processed, however, is specifically designed to include blocking options. 
61 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 7. 

See Qwest March 11A Ex Parte at 2. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 7-8. 

See Qwest March 11A Ex Parte at 2. Qwest further noted that it is in the process of evaluating 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 8. 

See id. 

6 ,  

66 

61 

whether line status information can be made available on “ZSID” CSRs in the Eastern region. 
68 

69 
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active, and that when Qwest investigated WorldCom’s allegation several weeks ago, 
Qwest found that all of WorldCom’s active CSRs had service establishment dates. 
WorldCom now claims that this explanation differs from an explanation provided by 
Qwest in a recent meeting - that the service establishment date appears on all CSRs but in 
different places. ” But the explanation Qwest provided to WorldCom at that meeting 
responded only to WorldCom’s question as to where the service establishment date is 
located on the CSR when it appears ( i e . ,  when the account is active). It seems that 
WorldCom simply misunderstood Qwest’s reply and the context in which it was provided. 

IV. SUBMITTING SUPPLEMENTAL ORDERS 

’0 

WorldCom claims that the process Qwest has in place to permit CLECs to 
submit supplemental orders before a CSR has been updated “does not work.” ’‘ But the 
only reason the supplemental order process does not work for WorldCom is because of the 
way WorldCom had coded its EDI. Indeed, WorldCom told Qwest that it has developed 
its systems to disallow subsequent conversion orders once a completion notice has been 
received for the original conversion. 

Qwest has provided the Commission with considerable information in 
various filings about the process that can be used to submit supplemental orders before a 
CSR has been updated. ” This information also can be found on Qwest’s Wholesale 
Website. ” Moreover, Qwest has provided this information to WorldCom on numerous 
occasions. There simply is no reason for WorldCom to continue to belabor this point. 
Indeed, other CLECs have submitted subsequent LSRs before the CSR has posted without 
incident. 

V. CUSTOMER CODE REQUIREMENT 

7, 

WorldCom alleges that Qwest has provided it with inconsistent guidance as 
to the source of information WorldCom should use to obtain customer codes for its 
orders. ’6 WorldCom also claims that Qwest was not able to identify for its those situations 
in which the customer code on the SOC is not reliable. I ,  

7” 
See Qwest March 11A Ex Parte at 2. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 8 

See id 

See, e.g., Qwest March 18A Ex Parte; Qwest Reply Comments at 39; see also Qwest I1 OSS Reply 

See www/qwest.comlwholesale/downloads/2002/02 1004/11-0-Frequently-Asked-Questions.doc. 

Examples of subsequent LSRs submitted by 7 different CLECs, via ED1 and GUI, can be found in 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 9-10. 

See id. 

,I 

7 1  

Declaration at 7 23 I ;  Qwest I OSS Reply Declaration at 7 147. 
74 

75 

Confidential Attachment A9. 
76 
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It is worth noting at the outset that Qwest does not require CLECs to submit 
customer codes on all of their orders, rather, Qwest requires CLECs to submit customer 
codes only when there are multiple CSRs on the account at the time the order is submitted. 
Because returns of multiple CSRs occur only rarely, the concerns expressed by WorldCom 
are minor in the context of this Section 271 proceeding. 78 

In an earlier expurte filing, Qwest explained that the account number 
provided on the SOC is the most current account number known to Qwest at the time the 
order completes in the SOP. ’’ Qwest hrther explained that in certain limited instances, the 
billing process may cause the customer code on the posted CSR to differ fiom the one 
originally sent on the SOC. lo WorldCom claims that, when asked at a recent meeting, 
Qwest could not articulate the scenarios in which this might occur. 
Qwest did indeed explain to WorldCom the majority of scenarios in which the customer 
code could change subsequent to the SOC being issued. 
WorldCom to the IMA User’s Guide, which contains all but one ofthe scenarios in which 
the customer code could change after the SOC is issued. 

I 1  But at that meeting, 

Qwest subsequently pointed 

As noted in Qwest’s March 13 exparte filing, “Posted to be Billed Status 
Updates will provide CLECs with consistent customer code information incorporating 
changes to those codes that occasionally may result from the bill posting process. 
WorldCom claims, however, that Qwest informed WorldCom in recent discussions that 
Qwest is not certain that the customer code will indeed remain fixed after the bill posting 
process. But this simply is untrue. Qwest explained to WorldCom during the March 13, 
2003, daily operational support call that the customer code that will be put on the “Posted 
to be Billed status update will stay fixed after the bill posting process. 

8 ,  

WorldCom also claims that, even if the revised “Posted to Be Billed” Status 
Update process works, it is too complex for CLECs to code into their EDI. But this 
process is not complex at all CLECs can readily filter the Status Updates they receive and 
process only “Posted to Be Billed’ Status Updates. Each type of Status Update contains a 
consistent, unique status description. Because this status description is unique to the status 
type, a CLEC’s interface could filter the desired notices simply based on the status 
description. 

7s 
For example, in February 2003, only 4.6% of ED1 11.0 and 1.0% of ED1 10.0 pre-order transactions 

See @est March 13A Ex Parte at 1 

See id 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Pane at 9-10 

See Confidential Attachment A10 (Excerpt boom Open WoridCom Question Log, Customer Code 

See Qwest March 13A Ex Pane at 1-2 

returned multiple CSRs. 
19 

80 

81 

1 

Section, Issue 2). 
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VI. DAILY USAGE FILE (“DUF”) ISSUES 

The WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte alleges that aspects of Qwest’s DUF do 
84 not meet the requirements of Section 271. But the majority of WorldCom’s complaints 

simply repeat the allegations made in WorldCom’s Reply Comments, to which Qwest 
already responded in an exparte filing on March 10, 2003. *’ To the extent WorldCom’s 
March 24 Ex Parte responds to Qwest’s March 10 filing or raises new issues, we respond 
below. 

Transmitting Multiple Pay-Per-Use Feature Codes: WorldCom alleges that 
Qwest transmits up to five different codes on the DUF designating that a “pay-per-use” 
feature was used, but that Qwest does not identify the meaning of each code, which 
WorldCom believes is necessary to determine whether the call can be billed to the end 
user. This is basically the same claim that WorldCom made in its Reply Comments, and to 
which Qwest already has responded. ‘6 

As explained in Qwest’s March 10A Ex Parte, the codes Qwest transmits on 
the DUF to reflect that a “pay-per-use’’ feature was used come straight from the AMA 
record provided by the network switch. *’ Both the codes and Qwest’s practice of 
transmitting them comply with industry guidelines. ” WorldCom claims that while 
Qwest’s practices may comply with industry standards, Qwest has not documented the 
meaning of each code, which WorldCom believes “is necessary to determine whether the 
calls are billable.” Os But the purpose and meaning of all “pay-per-use” feature codes is 
readily available to CLECs in Volume V of Telcordia Technologies’s’ Special Report (SR- 
69), titled “Comptroller Automatic Message Accounting Format Description (CAFD),” 
which is publicly available. Thus, WorldCom has access to the necessary documentation 
to understand the meaning of the “pay-per-use” codes that Qwest transmits on the DUF. 

WorldCom claims to be conhsed by Qwest’s use of different codes for 
“pay-per-use’’ feature, at least in part because “[nlo other BOC uses multiple codes.” 
the extent different codes for a “pay-per-use” feature appear, it is likely because different 
circumstances occurred when the “pay-per-use” feature was used. Regardless, if 

To 

91 
See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 10-1 1 

See Qwest March 10A Ex Parte at 1-3. 

See WorldCom Reply Comments at 11; Lichtenberg Reply Declaration at 1 37. 

See Qwest March 10A Ex Parte at 1 

See id In researching this issue, Qwest recently discovered an anomaly in the Central region in 

8, 

86 

81 

88 

which more general feature codes are sometimes transmitted on the DUF to reflect multiple “pay-per-use” 
scenarios (though CLECs are still able to determine which “pay-per-use” feature was used). @est is 
investigating this issue and plans to address it shortly. See Attachment A l l  (Event Notification Associated 
with PCRM Ticket #6195261). 
8’) 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 10, 

See id. 
90 
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WorldCom finds these multiple “pay-per-use’’ codes conhsing, WorldCom should either 
petition for a change in industry standards or program its own systems to translate these 
multiple codes into a single code for billing purposes. 

Transmitting Rated Pay-Per-Use Feature Codes: WorldCom expresses 
concern that Qwest’s transmission of rated “per-per-use’’ feature codes - specifically, for 
“*69” calls - may be inappropriate because “states generally to do not permit billing for 
‘69 interstate calls, as the customer would have no way of knowing in advance that the call 
was an interstate call for which he would be billed extra.” ’‘ But, Qwest is not restricted in 
the way it provides the *69 feature for the reasons WorldCom states. Qwest’s *69 feature 
first discloses the number from which the call was made, and only then attempts to connect 
to that number if the end user elects to return it. The identification of the number from 
which the call was made is the only portion for which Qwest charges. Qwest’s switches 
therefore allow the use of *69 to return interstate calls, and CLECs can determine when 
this occurs by virtue of the fact that the DUF record is rated. ’‘ 

Directory Assistance-Completed Culls (“DACC’Y: WorldCom claims that 
Qwest’s DUF erroneously designates certain DACC calls as “collect calls.” 9’ This is the 
same issue that WorldCom raised - and to which Qwest responded - earlier in this 
proceeding. Specifically, in its March IOA Ex Parte, Qwest explained that after 
examining WorldCom’s DUF files over the past month, Qwest could not find a single 
example of a DACC record showing the “Message Type” set to “Collect” in the 
Application states. 

94 

9, 

WorldCom now acknowledges that this alleged problem has not emerged in 
‘d any of the Application states. 

should take notice ofthis issue because the regional nature of Qwest’s OSS suggests that 
the issue could emerge in those states. The Commission has repeatedly held that it cannot 
- and will not - entertain speculative claims in Section 271 proceedings. 

Nevertheless, WorldCom claims that the Commission 

P i  Moreover, 

PI 
See id. 

It is unclear to Qwest why WorldCom continues to claim that it has not yet received an explanation 
for why Qwest sends rated DUF records for the use of the “*69” feature. See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte 
at 10. Qwest’s “Operations Issues Log,” wluch documents the questions raised by WorldCom and responded 
to by Qwest, reflects that an explanation was provided to WorldCom on March 11,2003. 

Sl 

$3 
See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 10. 

See Qwest March 10A Ex Parte at 3 

See id. 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 10-1 1. 

See, e.g.. @est 271 Order at 7 3 13 (dismissing as “speculative” AT&T’s claim that “Qwest’s trunk 

94 

I, 

96 

9, 

blockage performance could be indirectly affected ‘if CLECs did not contain their growih”’); 
Georgidouisiana 271 Order at 199 (dismissing concerns about UNE rates as “premature, speculative and 
misplaced”); KansadOkluhoma 271 Order at 7 117 (holding that unsupported claims regarding OSS “do not 
warrant a finding of checklist noncompliance”); Texas 271 Order at 7 322 (rejecting as “speculative” CLEC 
concerns regardmg line sharing readiness). 

15 



contrary to WorldCom’s insinuations, Qwest’s record in the Application states is not a 
fluke. Qwest’s DUF has correctly designated DACC calls as “Sent-Paid” calls in the 
Application states precisely because Qwest’s OSS was designed that way. The only state 
in which Qwest previously designated DACC calls as collect calls is Minnesota, but Qwest 
has since addressed the issue in that state. 
continue to belabor this issue. 

PI There simply is no reason for WorldCom to 

Rate Class: WorldCom claims that “in one of its regions” (WorldCom does 
not specify which one), Qwest is designating “pay-per-use” records as “operator station” 
(rate class three) rather than “dial station” (rate class four). According to WorldCom, 
records with rate class three designations cause the calls to be included on the operator 
services portion of the end user’s bill; but, because the DUF lists of the call as “pay-per- 
use,” it also is included in the pay-per-use section of the end user’s bill, which results in 
the detail appearing twice on the bill, rendering it conhsing. I M  While Qwest may have at 
times been inconsistent in its classification of calls by region, that inconsistency is 
completely irrelevant because the record type and class feature type for such calls clearly 
define them as “pay-per-use,’’ and the rate class should not be used on these types of 
records in determining what the rate will be for that call or where to place the charge on the 
end user’s bill. In other words, WorldCom can use the record type (which classifies these 
records as “pay-per-use”) and class feature type (which specifies the particular “pay-per- 
use” feature that was used) to determine where - and what - to bill its end users. 

“I CALLED”: WorldCorn claims that Qwest began including records 
related to its “I CALLED feature as “10018 (sic) records” on the DUF without indicating 
what that code was for. lo‘ WorldCom now understands that “10018 (sic) records” 
represent the “I CALLED feature and has coded its EMI accordingly. But WorldCom 
now states that Qwest sometimes transmits records relating to the “I CALLED feature as 
“10019 (sic) records.” Io‘ 

Until WorldCom raised this issue, Qwest was not aware that it was 
transmitting records relating to the “I CALLED feature as “1001 19 records” in the 
Eastern region. To ensure that the records transmitted on the DUF for “I CALLED” are 
consistent throughout Qwest’s region, Qwest plans to alter its practice in the Eastern 

*8 
WorldCom notified W e s t  that it was receiving an incorrect “Special Collect” message for DACC 

records in the Eastern region on February 26, 2003. On March 11,2003, a CMP notification was issued to 
the CLEC community identlfylng a correction to this issue that would be implemented the following day. 
The correction, however, would be made only to Minnesota, as that was the only state in which the incorrect 
message was occurring. 
99 See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at I 1  

See id 

See id. 

See id The actual records transmitted for “I CALLED features are “1001 18” and “1001 19” (not 

IM 

I ” ,  

ill* 

“10018” and “10019” as WorldCom indicates). Regardless, both record types are valid for pay-per-use 
features. 
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region through the CMP process so that “1001 18 records” are transmitted there as well. lo’ 

In the meantime, it is worth noting that the same information available to CLECs through 
“1001 18 records” in the Central and Western regions currently is available through 
“1001 19 records” to CLECs in the Eastern region, as the data provided in the two record 
formats is identical. IDI 

VII. REJECTIONS FOR CUSTOMERS WITH DIAL-UP ISP ACCESS 

WorldCom claims that Qwest rejects orders for end users that have dial-up 
access to certain ISPs. lo’ More specifically, WorldCom claims that Qwest rejects UNE-P 
migration orders for end users with dial-up access to certain ISPs unless those end users 
first disconnect their dial-up service with those ISPs. 
Because of special billing arrangements Qwest entered into with a certain ISP, Qwest 
required that its billing of the dial-up service had to be discontinued prior to converting end 
users that subscribed to it. But Qwest’s rationale for doing so was not as nefarious as 
WorldCom suggests. Rather, Qwest was concerned that conversions without cancellations 
of the dial-up service would result in the billing arrangement not transferring appropriately. 
A CR was issued on this point, and Qwest’s processes have since been revised to not reject 
conversions for customers of the ISP regardless of any unique billing arrangement. 

IM But this is not quite correct 

ID, 

Qwest has been using this revised process since March 13,2003. 
Specifically, Qwest put into place a process under which the conversion request is 
processed and Qwest discontinues billing the end user on behalf of the ISP. Under these 
circumstances, it is up to the ISP to recognize that the billing arrangement has not 
transferred to the new provider and act accordingly. 

WorldCom expresses concern regarding the manual nature of this new 
process and how Qwest will ensure the ISP bills properly. lo* While these conversions do 
not currently flow-through, the action taken by Qwest center personnel to process the 
conversion is not unique or complicated. Further, accounts that fall into this scenario do 
not represent a significant percentage of WorldCom’s conversions. 
not have a significant impact on WorldCom orders to begin with. 

101 Thus, this issue does 

101 
See Attachment A12 (Event Notification Associated with PCRM Ticket #6195278). 

The inconsistency in “I CALLED records is similar to other inter-region inconsistencies that I W  

KF’MG found - and found to not be significant - when it tested Qwest’s DUF. See Final Report at 4 14, 
Table 19-6, Test Cross-Reference 19-1-1 (noting that Qwest “created two different, yet acceptable, E M  
record types for toll-free calls, specifically EM1 record types 110105, and the more commonly used 
110125”). 
IO, 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 11-12. 

See id 

See Attachment A13 (CMP Notice on PC022403-1EX) 

See WorldCom March 24 Ex Parte at 12. 

See Confidential Attachment A14 (WorldCom LSRs Received Subject to Special ISP Billing 

,M 

IO7 

101 

IO9 

Arrangements Between March 17,2003 to March 31,2003). 
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REDACTED ATTACHMENT AI 
For Public Inspection 

2002 2003 
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep oct Nov Dec Jan 

5 5,059 3,785 3.016 2,312 1.406 2.154 2,682 9,741 5,557 

ED1 UNE-P POTS Conversion-as-Specified Order Transactions from February 1,2002, through January 31,2003 

Grand Tota 

35,71: Grand Total 

Qwest Redacted 4/3/2003 Page 1 



CLECID TOS 

Qwert Redacted 

2002 2003 Grand Total 
Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep O d  Nov Dec Jan ~ 

4/3/2003 Page 1 



REDACTED ATTACHMENT A2 
For Public Inspection 

PO46  Reject Rates’ for Selected CLECs* 

IRPT MONiCD 271DlPROD CD/  NAME LABEL ~CLEC 1 3  ~CLEC 24 ICLEC 35 

[4 pages redacted] 

The PO46 reject rates set forth a b v e  are asswated with a broader set of activity types than just wnversion-as- 1 

specified orders. 

- Tne lnree C-ECS above were se,eclea a) Qwesl because lney were the higher m m e  CLECs lmsled In the CLEC ED1 

[Redacted Dates of Productlonl 

[Redacted Dater of Production] 

[Redacted Dater of Production] 

-hE P POTS an0 Resa e POTS Conuers.on.as.Specifiea Order Tfansacuons Amcnment 

- 



ATTACHMENT A3 

Qwest I July 29A, 2002 Ex Parte (WC Docket 02-148) 



HOGAN &HAKEON 
L.L.E! 

July 29, 2002 

Ex Parte - REDACTED - FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 

BY HAND DELIVERY 

Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445-12th Street, S.W., TW-B204 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Re: Application of Qwest Communications International, Inc. 
To Provide In-Region InterIATA Services in the States of 
Colorado, Idaho, Iowa, Nebraska and North Dakota, 
Docket No. 02-148 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

In response to questions from Commission staff, Qwest is providing 
information regarding its offering of pre-order to order integration capabilities. 
SpeciJically, Qwest is providing LSR rejection rates for New Access, a CLEC that 
performs integrated pre-order and order functions through IMA-ED1 in Colorado, 
Iowa, Nebraska and North Dakota as of June 2002. Additionally, Qwest is 
providing LSR rejection rates for Hewlett-Packard Consulting, the pseudo-CLEC 
that performed integrated pre-order and order functions through IMA-ED1 during 
the ROC OSS test. This material is hereby submitted for inclusion in the record for 
the above-referenced proceeding. 



HOGAN&HARTSON L.L.I! 

Marlene H. Dortch 
July 29,2002 
Page 2 

The twenty-page limits do not apply as set forth in DA 02-1390. 

Sincerely, 

Sumeet Seam 

Enclosures 

cc: M. Camwitz 
M. Engel 
R. Tanner 
E. Yockus 
G. Remondino 
M. Cohen 
J. Prisbey 
J. Jewel 
P. Baker 
c. Post 
P. Fahn 
B. Smith 



New Access Reiect Rates (Ju ne 20021 

REDACTEDFOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 



Cc: Geoff May 
Subject: RE: Request for Information 

Pursuant to qwest's request to provide an analysis of the moat recent 4 
months of reject information for W E - P  LSRS in the ROC OSS PID retest, 
HP provides the following sumnary and attached information. 

Table 1 and Chart 1 represent the P-CLEC UNE-P PID Te-te8t LSR activity 
via IMA ED1 for  the last four months of the ROC 271 test. 

Table 1 and Chart 1 reflect the number of Original, Supplemental and 
FATAL reject cransactions for the W E - P  Product. 

Table 2 on the Error Analysis t&b of the Excel spreadsheet shows the 
number of FATAL rejects by Category. Column C lists Examples of Error 
Messages received by the e-CLEC. 

As described in the HP Final Report, HP integr&ted the addrcsi 
information from the pre-order transaction into the End Uicr form 
Issues not related tdpre-order/order integration generated theae 108 
FATAL rejects. 

Don Petry 

for 

Geof f May 

770-861-9621 

HP services Consulting L Integration 
978-376-3773 

1 



Oriainal SuDDl~mentai 

Chart 1 

K of 
Total FATAL Transactions 
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TABLE 2 

Catogory 
USOC Issues 

i Of 

Instances Examples of Error messages 
24 

RESALE Form:Service Details Secti0n:lnvalid USOCs - problems with 
Validity, Rasellability. 
State or Contract: OC1 
RESALE F0rm:Service Details Secti0n:lnvalid USOCs - problems with 
Validity, Resallabillty, 
State or Contract: 999AL 
RESALE Fonn:Service Details Section:lnvalii USOCs - problems with 
Validity. Resellability, 
State or Contract: UXTA3 
RESALE Form:Service Details Section:lnvalid USOCs - problems with 
Validity, Resellability, 
State or Contract: HSO 

Template-Error I 471 

1 
I ILSR Form:Admm Section:AN required when ACT is 2 

Data Mismatch 6 

RESALE Form Service Details SecUon 2LNUM required when ACT IS 2 
LSR Form.Admin Sectmn:OOO cannot be earlier than current date 
LSR Form Admin Section LSO required when APTCON IS not populated 
and LNA is N 
DSR Form:DL Form 1:LIsting Control SecUon:DOI required when ACT is 
N 

37 
LSR Form:Admln Section:TOS does not match SCATEG on reserved 

ITest Bed Issues TN 
Invalid NPA-NXWState combination: 208-3WCO 
End Uscv Name, TN, anuor address are lnconsistent 
Could not find original Work Order ID for supplement 
(redacted) does not match 



REDACTED ATTACHMENT A4 
For Public Inspection 

Orders Subn ted by AT&T for Conversion-As-Specified for UNE-P and 
Excerpt from December 24, 2001 Performance Results of AT&T UNE-P 

Trial in Minnesota (PO-4B) 

[two pages redacted] 



r i d e  

west.  
Performance Results 

A T & T  
Minnesota 

December 2000 - November 2001 

December 24,2001 



ATTACHMENT A5 

Letter from Geoff May, Hewlett-Packard, to Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, 
Federal Communications Commission, WC Docket No. 02-148 (filed August 

6, 2002) 



Geoff May 

Hewlett-Packard Sewices 
Conrulbng & Integration 
29 Burlington Mall Road 
Burlinaton. MA 01803 

@ Managing Consultant 

FILED ELECTRONICALLY VIA ECFS 

August 6,2002 

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW, Room TWB-204 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Ex Parte - Qwest Communications International, Inc. 
Consolidated Application for Authority to Provide In-Region, Inter- 
LATA Services in Colorado, Idaho, Nebraska and North Dakota, WC 
Docket No. 02-148 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On Monday, August 5,2002, the undersigned and Don Petry, representing Hewlett- 
Packard (“HP”), met by telephone conference with Jon Minkoff of the FCC’s 
Wireline Competition Bureau upon the initiative of Mr. Minkoff. The discussion 
concerned Mr. Minkoffs question concerning HP’s activities during the ROC OSS 
test with regard to pre-order to order integration and the parsing of pre-order and 
order information. The discussion included references by HP to HP’s sworn 
testimony before the Colorado Public Utilities Commission, and relevant excerpts 
are attached as exhibits to a summary of HP’s answer. 

The attached summary and exhibits are hereby submitted for inclusion in the 
record for the above-captioned proceeding. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Geoff May 
Hewlett-Packard 

Attachments 



“Parsing” and Data Integration Performed by HP during the ROC OSS Test 

Question: 

Please review paragraph 158 of the FCC’s Texas Order (In Re Amlication bv SBC 
Communications Inc.. Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d/b/a South 
Western Bell Lonp Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 
1996 To Provide In-Reeion, InterLATA Services in Texas. CC Docket No. 00-65, 
Memorandum Opinion and Order, 15 F.C.C.R. 18354 (2000)). 

Did HP as the Pseudo-CLEC during the ROC OSS Test build its own “parser” &e., as 
Telcordia apparently did during the Texas evaluation), or did HP utilize parsed 
information as received from Qwest with regard to its conclusions in Appendix B and C 
of HP’s ROC OSS Final Report regarding the ability of CLECs to successfully integrate 
preorder and order data? 

Answer: 

Qwest’s IMA ED1 implementation differs from the SWBT interface described in 
paragraph 153 of the FCC’s Texas Order. 

‘2s  an initial matter, we note that our analysis of integration is 
complicated in this instance by the fact that SWBT has chosen not 
to provide ‘parsed” address information at the preordering stage, 
but instead returns this information to competing LECs in an 
undifferentiated (or “concatenated‘? string of alphanumeric 
characters. w 

Telcordia’s functionality testing, as described in paragraph 158, was performed at the 
request of the Texas Commission and included development of a parsing program. 
However, HP’s Pre-OrderiOrder integration processes did not have to parse any 
undifferentiated data as Qwest’s IMA ED1 interface provides CLECs with Pre-Order, 
Order and Post-Order information in a “parsed” or “fielded format. Each individual data 
element is defined in the Qwest IMA ED1 Disclosure documentation with the associated 
business rules and format characteristics. 

As documented in the HP Pre-Order10rder Integration Field Comparison Reports - 
Analysis of Qwest IMA ED1 Releases 7.0 & 8.0, HP developed and implemented the 
following functionality based upon publicly available Qwest documentation: 

Pre-Order response to Pre-Order query integration for address related data 
Pre-Order response to Order integration for address related data 
Customer Service Record (CSR) to Order integration for Resale POTS & UNE-P 
POTS 

1 



HP successfully developed and implemented integration of the data from an Address 
Validation Response (AVR) into other transactions. HP's data entry application retained 
the address information that was returned by Qwest and subsequently used this 
information to populate address related fields in the following pre-order queries: 

Address Validation Query (AVQ) 

Facility Availability Query (FAQ) 
Service Availability Query (SAQ) 
Telephone Number Availability Query (TNAQ) 
Raw Loop Data Query (RLDQ) 
Meet Point Query (MPQ) 

Customer Service Record Query (CSRQ) 

Additionally, HP was able to integrate this address information into the following order 
related forms: 

Local Service Request (LSR) 
End User (EU) . Resale Private Line (RPL) 
Directory Listing (DL) 

HP also successfully developed and implemented integration of the Services and 
Equipment data from a Customer Service Record Response (CSRR) onto an order for 
Resale POTS or UNE-P POTS services. HP's data entry application retained (by 
telephone number) the service and equipment information that was returned by Qwest 
and subsequently used this information to populate service detail sections of the Resale 
form for a Resale POTS or WE-P  POTS order. 

This information is documented in Section 5 - P-CLEC Data Integration, pages 38-39 of 
the HP Pre-OrderiOrder Integration Field Comparison Report - Analysis of Qwest IMA 
ED1 Release 7.0.  

HP provided sworn testimony during a hearing on June IO, 2002 in the matter of the 
Colorado Public Utilities Commission's Recommendation to the Federal 
Communications Commission Regarding Qwest Corporation's Provision of In-Region 
InterLATA Service in Colorado (Docket No. 02H-260T). During examination, HP 
testified generally as to its work regarding pre-order to order integration (Exhibit A). HP 
also provided testimony in response to questions from Mr. Thomas Dixon representing 
WorldCom about parsing, preorder to order integration by HP during the ROC test, and 
HP's Pre-order to Order Integration Report for the Arizona Corporation Commission 
(Exhibit B). Finally, HP testified in response to rebuttal examination from Mr. Andrew 
Crain of Qwest regarding Mr. Dixon's questions (Exhibit C). 

2 



August 6 ,  2 0 0 2  

HP Ex Parte 

Exhibit 
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Transcript Excerpt 

i n v e n t  
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9 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 

Docket No. 02M-260T 

* * 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES 

COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION TO THE FEDERAL 

COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION REGARDING QWEST 

CORPORATION'S PROVISION OF IN-REGION, INTERLATA 

SERVICES IN COLORADO. 
2 

P R O C E E D I N G S  

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Good morning, 

everyone. We'll call Docket 02M-260T. We are here 

this morning for workshops concerning the ROC OSS test 

5 and data reconciliation. 

6 We'll begin the morning by taking 

7 entries of appearance, starting to my left. 

8 Mr. Crain or Ms. Ciccolo? 

9 MS. CICCOLO: Good morning, 

10 Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. Kris Ciccolo and Andrew 

11 Crain appearing on behalf of Qwest. 

17 EXAM INAT I ON 

18 BY MR. CRAIN: 

19 Q. O n  page 9 of what is marked as Exhibit 3 ,  

20 your presentation today, the bottom two highlights or 

21 analysis areas included preorder to preorder data 

22 integration and preorder to order data integration. 

23 Can you explain the actual work you did to build the 

24 integrated interface between preorder and order? 

25 MR. PETRY: Yes, Mr. Crain. 

84 

4 
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24 

2 5  
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HP built an order entry tool that was 

used during conducting of the test, similar to what a 

CLEC would do in terms of building both a front end 

system that allows their customer service 

representatives to enter and access data as well as 

provide a gateway to the Qwest OSS. 

In developing that tool, we did analysis 

of the Qwest's preorder transactions and the data that 

was respond - -  returned back in those transactions. 

We also looked at Qwest order 

transactions and data that was necessary to be 

populated on those orders that would have a - -  a CLEC 

would obtain that information from the preorder 

transactions that they did such as an address 

validation. Once you had validated the address for the 

service address, that information was used not only for 

other preorder transactions, but also to then be 

populated on the order as the service address. 

He's IT staff built a technology within 

our harness to capture that information coming back 

from the preorder, hold that available to the customer 

service representative, and allow them to then populate 

or integrate that in a mechanized fashion into the 

order as they were moving down to that next step. 

Q. So the actual interface that HP used 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

86 

during the test was integrated to the extent that it 

took preorder information and automatically populated 

the order information with that and - -  to submit LSRs? 

A .  (MR. PETRY) Yes. And for clarification, 

the "automatically" is the customer service 

representative would have had to have selected the 

appropriate address. This might make - -  that they were 

using for that order. 

Q. But the customer service representative 

didn't actually have to retype that information? 

A .  No, they did not have to retype the 

information. That is correct. 

Q. Now, you have two reports also mentioned 

on - -  and I apologize - -  

MR. MAY: Appendix B, the Qwest reports. 

MR. CRAIN: I'll find the page. 

BY MR. CRAIN: 

Q. On page 20 of Exhibit 3, Appendix B and 

Appendix C; and can you explain the analysis, the field 

comparison you did in those appendices? 

MR. PETRY: Yes. In doing comparison, 

the analysis for Appendix B and Appendix C, we took the 

Qwest documentation, the IMA ED1 disclosure 

documentation, which is the official Qwest 

documentation for that interface; we compared the Qwest 

6 
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1 documentation against itself so that if there were - -  

2 you had a field that was part of an address and it was 

3 used in four or five different transactions, we 

4 compared across Qwest transactions looking for 

5 consistency and format and ability to be integrated. 

6 We also compared Qwest documentation 

7 against industry publications such as the TCIF, 

8 Telecommunications Industry Forum mechanized 

9 specifications; and the A X - X - 1 2 .  the Accredited 

10 Standards Committee X-12 standards documentation. And 

11 the results of that analysis are captured in HP's 

12 Appendix B and Appendix C of the final report. 

13 Q. And what was the ultimate purpose of the 

14 preorder integration field comparison report? What was 

15 it intended to determine? 

16 A. According to the master test plan, 

17 Section 12 - -  I believe .6, there are several - -  three 

18 or four references in the master test plan that call 

19 for an evaluation of the preorder-order integration. 

20 HP conduct the analyses of these documentation to 

21 fulfill that as well as the actual implement - -  

2 2  developed implementation that we did in our front-end 

23 ordering tool to facilitate actual execution of the 

24 test. 

25 Q. And I don't know if we have the report - -  



8 8  

final report marked as an exhibit. If we - -  

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I know we filed it 

separately and it's in this record. So I think you can 

feel free to refer to it. 

MR. CRAIN: Okay. 

BY MR. CRAIN: 

Q. Then if I look at page 3 9  of Exhibit B. 

which is the preorder-order integration field 

comparison report on 8.0, can you - -  is this paragraph 

the summary of your findings? 

A. (MR. PETRY) yes. 

Q. Can you read this paragraph, please. 

A. (MR. PETRY) reading from HP Appendix B, 

the preorder/order integration field comparison report 

analysis of Qwest IMA ED1 Release 8.0, page 3 9 :  The 

integration process is highly dependent on the internal 

application system(s), ED1 translator, telecom 

experience, and integration experience of the CLEC. 

With that stated, HPC does not feel that there are any 

issues that would prohibit a CLEC from integrating 

Qwest data with their internal application system(s). 

This does not mean that there are not issues that would 

have to be resolved between Qwest and the CLEC but 

simply that these issues are not in surmountable." 

MR. CRAIN: I have no further questions. 
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9 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 

Docket No. 02M-260T 

f * 

IN THE MATTER OF THE COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES 

COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION TO THE FEDERAL 

COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION REGARDING QWEST 

CORPORATION'S PROVISION OF IN-REGION, INTERLATA 

SERVICES IN COLORADO. 
2 

1 P R O C E E D I N G S  

2 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Good morning, 

3 everyone. We'll call Docket OZM-260T. We are here 

4 this morning for workshops concerning the ROC OSS test 

5 and data reconciliation. 

6 We'll begin the morning by taking 

7 entries of appearance, starting to my left. 
3 

17 

18 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

22 

23 

24 

2 5  

MR. DIXON: Thomas Dixon appearing on 

behalf of WorldCom and its regulated subsidiaries. 

[BY MR. D1XON:I 94 

Q. Did HP find that Qwest's documentation 

was complete for preorder to order integration? 

A. (MR. PETRY) Our results are documented in 

either observations, exceptions, or our reports. 

Q. Now, are you familiar with the concept of 

parsing, p-a-r-s-i-n-g? 

A. (MR. PETRY) Yes, I am. 

Q. Why don't you describe for the record 

10 
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9 5  

what role it might play in the preorder-order 

integration process if any. 

A .  (MR. PETRY) Parsing is the term used to 

describe a process by which you may take a large amount 

of typically relatively - -  or seemingly unstructured 

data and break it down into component pieces that you 

can then work with them on a field type of level. 

Qwest provides in their ED1 interface a 

customer service request, a CSR; the response to that, 

via EDI, comes back as a parsed CSR, meaning the data 

comes back broken out so that this is a - -  this is the 

individual field. You may get a universal service 

order code or LJSOC that identifies your feature, Call 

forwarding, Call-waiting; the additional details on 

that, so it does come back in a parsed format. 

What Mr. Dixon is referring to is then 

taking that individual - -  those individual data fields 

and needing to map them into a subsequent order that 

you are submitting for that customer. 

HP did do analysis work and development 

work for CSR taking a parsed CSR response back and 

mapping it back to a limited number of products and 

services with Qwest. However we did not use that 

functionality when conducting the Master Test Plan Test 

1 2 ,  due to the test design. We took - -  had a different 
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approach, but we did conduct that analysis and that 

actual development in implementation. 

Q. And maybe just to wrap it up in one 

respect, what is the different approach that HP took? 

A. (MR. PETRY) The second approach - -  the 

other approach that HP took, due to the design of the 

test, was similar to what CLECs would do - -  may do, is 

we created ordering templates based upon a product. If 

you were ordering a resale plain old telephone service, 

POTS-type line, we built a template for what that ordei 

would like for that type of service. If we were going 

to be doing Centrex, we had a template that was for a 

Centrex type of order. And based upon those type of 

activities, when you were converting or doing a new 

installation and - -  that is the approach we actually 

used in Test 12. 

Q. Did the Pseudo-CLEC use any preorder 

information provided by KPMG in its sales and marketing 

role? 

A .  (MR. PETRY) KP - -  no. KPMG submitted the 

orders over to us, identifying very basic information 

as to, this is the account, whether it was a telephone 

number or an address; if it was for, say, new service 

installation. What the test case was that we had a 

reference point as to what type of order this would be; 
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and - -  but, no, we did not use any preorder information 

provided by KPMG. We started with an address 

validation query and pulled all of the related preorder 

activity necessary to submit an order. 

Q. Mr. Crain asked you to refer to a section 

in the report. I would like to just discuss the report 

you did in Arizona for minute, if I might - -  and by 

you, I mean your company, not the two of you 

individually. Are you familiar with the report issued 

in Arizona that dealt with preorder to order 

integration? It was identified as Version 4.0 and it 

was issued on - -  actually carries a release date of 

March 28, 2002. 

A .  (MR. MAY) We, we are. 

MR. DIXON: All right, if I may approach 

the panel. 

A. (MR. PETRY) Mr. Dixon, for the record, 

though, as we stated before, the ROC team was in the 

involved in the development or the production of that 

report. 

So our comments are just based upon a 

cursory . . . 

Q. I presume cursory review of that document 

is what you wanted to end with. 

A. (MR. PETRY) Yes. 1 was waiting to see 

13 
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if - -  

Q. First of all, just for the record, let me 

provide you with an electronic version of the document 

I have before me; it's entitled, Preorder to order 

integration report for 271 test generator Arizona 

Corporation Commission; and then I'll refer to the 

bottom which reflects that it is Final Version 4.0, 

release date 3/20/02. And it carries the name HP on 

the cover page. DO you see first what I'm referring 

to? 

A. (MR. PETRY) Yes. 

A. (MR. MAY) Yes. 

Q. Have you had an opportunity to look at 

this report at least in some fashion before? 

A. (MR. PETRY) Not prior to the Washington 

hearing. 

Q. And the Washington hearing did in fact 

occur before this hearing. 

A. (MR. PETRY) That i s  correct. 

Q. So that might have been your first 

introduction to this report was in the state of 

Washington? 

A. (MR. PETRY) Correct. 

Q. I'm going to ask you to focus for a 

moment on page 8 of that report. 
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MR. CRAIN: And I guess I would object 

that - -  to the extent we don't have the copy of the 

report in the record and copies of those - -  that report 

to look at today, I'm going to object to him referring 

to something on the computer. 

MR. DIXON: Your Honor, the report 

contains what appears to be a professional opinion of 

the company. I want them to it read into the record 

and ask them if they agree with it. I f  Qwest wishes to 

put the report in the record, I have no objection. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I'll overrule the 

objection for now, Why don't you proceed, Mr. Dixon; 

and if we need to get the full report in the record, we 

can certainly allow for that. 

MR. DIXON: Thank you. 

What I've done is highlight in yellow a 

paragraph. I would ask either of you to read that out 

loud into the record slowly and then I'll ask you my 

1 as t quest ion. ? 

A .  (MR. MAY) Okay reading from that report 

and the selected paragraph: It is HP's professional 

opinion based upon its review of Qwest documentation 

that a CSR to LSC parsing would be a somewhat 

challenging and complex undertaking for a CLEC with an 

information technology team that was not experienced in 
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ED1 development. Other alternatives would be to 

contract the development of the ED1 interface through a 

service bureau or purchase a third-party solution from 

a vendor such as Telcordia. There will be a number of 

issues that will have to be clarified by meetings with 

Qwest. However a CLEC with the appropriate resources, 

funding, time, and planning activities can build a CSR 

to LSR parsing interface. 

Q. DO you have any more - -  do either of you 

have any reason to want to look at this report because 

I have one final question and I'll leave you. 

A .  (MR. MAY) No. 

Q. Thank you. 

Gentlemen, based on HP's evaluation of 

preorder to order integration in the ROC test do you 

agree with the opinion you just read into the record 

from the Arizona report? 

A .  (MR. PETRY) We would agree with that 

paragraph. 

16 
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1 

1 BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 

2 OF THE STATE OF COLORADO 

3 Docket NO. 02M-260T 

4 

5 IN THE MATTER OF THE COLORADO PUBLIC UTILITIES 

6 COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION TO THE FEDERAL 

7 COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION REGARDING QWEST 

8 CORPORATION'S PROVISION OF IN-REGION, INTERLATA 

9 SERVICES IN COL0wu)O. 
2 

8 

9 

10 

11 

P R O C E E D I N G S  

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Good morning, 

everyone. We'll call Docket OZM-260T. We are here 

this morning for workshops concerning the ROC OSS test 

and data reconciliation. 

We'll begin the morning by taking 

entries of appearance, starting to my left. 

Mr. Crain or Ms. Ciccolo? 

MS. CICCOLO: Good morning, 

Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. Kris Ciccolo and Andrew 

Crain appearing on behalf of Qwest. 
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MR. CRAIN:] 115 

Q Regarding integration, MI. Dixon asked 

you about the opinion of the test years in Arizona. 

Building an ED1 interface is a fairly complex task; 

isn't that correct? 

A (by Mr. Petry) Yes. 

Q It's something that you wouldn't 

116 

expect someone like me without experience to wake 

up one morning and say, I think I'll build an ED1 

interface today but you would expect someone with 

some experience to be doing that? 

A That is correct. If you want it to be 

successful. 

Q I believe Mr. Dixon read the 

opinion of the Arizona HP team and it stated, and I'm 

paraphrasing because I don't have it in front of me, 

that HP finds that a CLEC with the appropriate 

experience can build an integrated interface using 

Qwest part CSR. Is that essentially your opinion 

as well? 

A That was, I believe, the concluding 

statement of that paragraph. 

Q You agreed with that? 

A Yes, I did. 
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ATTACHMENT A l l  

Qwest. -1 
IT Wholesale  Systems Help Desk 

EVE N T N OTI F I CAT IO N 
To: Qwest Wholesale Customers 

From: 

Date: 04/03/03 

Subject: System Event Notification 

Qwest IT Wholesale Systems Help Desk 

~ 

0 Initial N Update 0 Closure 

This Event Notification IS sent to advise you that Qwest had experienced trouble wlth the below system 

PCRM Ticket Number: 6195261 

ISC Ticket Number: 

Event Onset 

Time: 2:OO MTN 

O A M  NPPM 

Date: 04/02/03 

SystemlApplication: 

Client Region: 

Ticket Severity 3 

Description of Trouble: On several Pay Per Use features, CLECs may receive inwrrect 
CLASS Feature Codes on the DUF. CLECs may receive CLASS Feature DUF records that 
do not contain all of the available CLASS Feature Codes as defined by Teicordia 
Technologies for AMA recordings. 
Business Impact: CLECs may receive inwrrect CLASS Feature Codes on the DUF. 

Qwest Proposed Work Around: None required. 

IMA-GUI 0 
IMA-ED1 0 
TELISIEXACT 0 
E-Commerce Gateway 0 
CEMR 0 
Resale Product Database 

MEDIACC 

Other: CRlS 

Eastem 

Central 

Western 

All Regions 

Estimated resolution Time: =:a MTN 0 AM 0 PM 

Event Closure Resolution: 

Time: XXXX MTN 

O A M  O P M  

Date: 

0 System Event Notification has been closed. 

Escalation: 

0 
N 
o 
0 

Date: 

Additional questions may be directed to the Qwest IT Wholesale Systems Help Desk at 1-888-796-9102. Option 3. 
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ATTACHMENT A12 

Qwest. 2 
IT Wholesale Sys tems Help Desk 

EVENT N OTI FIC AT1 ON 
To: Qwest Wholesale Customers 

From: 

Date: 04/02/03 

Subject: System Event Notification 

Qwest IT Wholesale Systems Help Desk 

[XI Initial Update Closure 

This Event Notification is sent to advise you that Qwest had experienced trouble with the below system: 

PCRM Ticket Number: 6195278 
ISC Ticket Number: 

Event Onset 

Time: 200 MTN 

O A M  B P M  

Date: 04!02103 

SystemIApplication: 

Ticket Severity: 3 

Description of Trouble: CLEC may receive EM1 record type 1001 19 for "I-Called" record pay 
per use feature instead of record type 100118. 
Business Impact: CLEC may receive EM1 record type 1001 19 for %Called' record pay per 
use feature instead of record type 100118. 

Qwest Proposed Work Around: None required. Record type for"l-Called" record pay per 
use feature should be considered 1001 18 in all instances. 

IMA-GUI 0 
IMA-ED1 

TELIS!EXACT 0 
E-Commerce Gateway 0 
CEMR 0 
Resale Product Database 0 
MEDIACC 0 
Other: CRlS 

Client Region: 

Eastern [XI 

Central 0 
Western 0 
All Regions 

Estimated resolution Time: MTN AM 0 PM Date: TBD 

Event Closure 

Time: 2:OO MTN 

O A M  B P M  

Date: 13:30 

[XI System Event Notification has been closed. 

Escalation: 

Resolution: Trouble to be resolved in patch - Date TED 

Additional questions may be directed to the Qwest IT Wholesale Systems Help Desk at 1-888-796-9102, Option 3. 

Page 1 of 1 



ATTACHMENT A13 

Announcement Date: 
Effective Date: 

Document Number: 
Notification Category: 
Target Audience: 

Subject: 

Q w e s t -e- 
March 12,2003 
March 13,2003 

PROD.03.12.03.F.03339.UNE~P~Resale&UBS 
Product Notification 
CLECS 

CMP - Unbundled Network Elements-Platform 
(UNE-P) -General Information V27.0, 
Resale - General 424.0, Unbundled Network 
Element-Switching (UESJ- V16.0 

Level of Change: Level 1 
Associated CR Number or System Release 
Number: 

Qwest # PC022403-1EX 

Summary of Change: 
On March 13. 2003 Qwest will post uDdates to its Wholesale Product Catalog that include corrections, 
clarifications and additional information for documents identified above. 

On February 24, 2003, a Level 3 Product Notification, PROD.02.24.03.F.03321 .LINE-P-Resale&UBS, was 
submitted to modifyichange an existing manual process. The proposed updates were associated with 
existing Retail accounts with "Microsoft Network (MSN) Internet Access Powered by Qwest" Narrowband 
dial-up billing arrangements converting to UNE-P, UBS. and Resale services. On February 24,2003, Qwest 
submitted an exception Change Request to request implementation of this proposed change using the Level 
1 notification timeframes instead of the level 3 timeframes. Please reference Change Management 
notification CMPR.02.25.03.F.01429.ExcepReqPreMtg for additional details in regard to this exception 
Change Request. On March 11, 2003, Qwest conducted a meeting where the CLEC community voted and 
approved this change to follow the level 1 timeframes allowing an earlier implementation of the process. 
The results of this Exception Vote are documented in Change Management Notification 
CMPR.03.12.03.F.01444.ExcepReqVoteDisp. 

Based on the results of the vote taken March 11, 2003, Qwest is issuing this Level 1 notification. Updates 
have been made in Unbundled Network Elements-Platform (UNE-P) - General Information V27.0, Resale 
General - V24.0 and Unbundled Network Element-Switching (UBS)- V16.0 in the Terms and Conditions 
section. The change describes the processes associated with existing Retail accounts with "Microsoft 
Network (MSN) Internet Access Powered by Qwest" Narrowband dial-up billing arrangements converting to 
UNE-P. UBS, and Resale services. 

You will find a redlined version of the changes on the Product/Process Document Review Archive at 
http://www.pWeSt.COm/whOIeSale/CmD/reVieW archive.html. Actual updates to the operational document are 
found on the Qwest Wholesale Web Site at the following URLs: 
httD://www.awest.com/wholesale/RcatluneR.html 
httR://www.awest.com/wholesale/~catiresaleqenerai.html 
httD://w.awest.com/wholesale/~cat/unswitch.html 

Note n aser 01 mnR n oen*een me cianges n p  emeiled mroqn ins  n o ~ f ~ a w n  ana any C I C  .menomenon Agreement hnemer based on me Chesl SGA? 
C I  no1 I r e  rater terns an3 mno LOW -il r.cP n'erconnenm Agreemerl sna t preva a( D e w e n  Chest ana me C.EC pan, IO s.cn n lermnneMn Agreement 

'ne &err An0 era e Aeo 5 Ie aior aes 3 cornpienens ,e c a w q  01 oeta M nlarmauon on h e s t  p m . s  ana seNceS 11c a ng swfic 3eScnPLons on a0 nq 
3.1 Pess * lr Chest A PIQrnauon PIOv am on w e  s le oescices c.nent a n "  Le5 ana p m s s  
Pncrloacy n ~ i w t o n r ~ ~ e r s ~ e g a ~ . ~ : . e s o ~ ~ r o ~ e ~ ~ e s a e s c n o e a o n m e ~ e ~ s n e  nnoesaenslomers~l~receie~nneniolfcasonanoo.ncnpine.pwm~ 
:naiqe 1 

http://www.pWeSt.COm/whOIeSale/CmD/reVieW


ATTACHMENT A13 

Q w e s t --I- 
Comment Cycle: 
No formal comment cycle applies. CLECs who feel the change(s) described in this Level 1 notification 
alter(s) CLEC operating procedures should immediately contact the Qwest CMP Manager, by e-mail, at 
cmrxm3awest.com 

Sincerely, 

Qwest 

Note: in cases o i  mnflla b e m n  the changes impkmented thmugh mis no t i h thn  and any CLEC intermnecbon Agreement lwhemer based on me West  SGAT 
or not), the rates, terns and mnditions oi such InteimnneCtlon Agreement shall prevail as between CMst and the CLEC pa* to such interconnection Agreement. 

The West  Wholerale Web Site pmvides a mmprehensive catalag o i  detailed information on m e s t  pmduck and servicas including spedfc descripmns on doing 
business with &est. All inionnation provided on the site describes current a&itles and process. 
Pnor 10 any rncdiflcations to ex!sting actjvities or processes described on meweb sne, wholesle Nstorners will w i v e  written noflmtion announcing the upmming 
change. 2 

http://cmrxm3awest.com


REDACTED ATTACHMENT A14 
For Public Inspection 

WorldCom LSRs Received Subject to Special ISP Billing Arrangements 
Between March 17,2003, to March 31,2003 

[redacted] 


